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ADVERTISEMENT. 


HE SEPTUAGINT Verſion of the 

L Old Teſt#ment, though highly 
approved in former times, has ſince 
however been ſeverely cenſured by ſe- 
veral and various writers: and in ef- 
fect, perhaps, by none more ſeverely, 
than by the two eminent writers, whoſe 
works I have ventured to comment 
upon. What attention or regard theſe 
comments may deſerve, is a point left 
entirely to the judgement of the candid 
and competent reader. 
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CONTAINING SOME REMARKS ON MASIUS'S. 
v2 EDITION OF THE BOOK o e 


— 11 7 


Astus' 8 x by of the wa o 

Joſhua was firſt publiſhed at Antwerp, 
in the year 1 574. It no ſooner came into 
the hands of the learned; but it met with 5 
great and almoſt general approbation. Not 
ſo general, indeed, but that the Commentary 
fell under the cenſure of an expurgatory 
decree from the church of Rome; and, in 
conſequence, of that decree, was accordingly 
expunged in no leſs than twenty-two places ; 
as appears from a copy in my poſſeſſion, that 
paſſed the forms in that caſe required. But, 
notwithſtanding this decree, the book Kill 
maintained its credit, eſpecially among Pro- 


W 
B4. _ -» 
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Now, the principal thing that contributed 
to ſupport the credit of the work, and to re- 
commend it to the eſteem of the learned, 
was the inſertion of the obeli and aſteriſks in 
the Greek and Latin columns; taken chiefly, 
as it is faid, from an ancient Syriac MS, 
charged with theſe marks, and literally tranſ- 
lated from the Septuagint Verſion, as it ſtood 
in the Hexapla. 3 8 

The reaſons which 3 the author t to 
inſert theſe obeli and after iſts in the manner 
he has done, are delivered at length in the 

Annotations that follow the text. Theſe AS 
| notations Biſhop Mallon wholly adopted; and 
inſerted them verbatim in the VIth volume 
of the London Polyglott. After bim the 
learned Dr Grabe, in his edition of the Alere 
andrian MS, adopted them likewiſe ; for it is 

evident, on compariſon, that, throughout the 
book of Joſhua, he has almoſt every where 
| prefixed theſe Origenian marks 'to the ſame 
words and ſentences to Which Maſius had 
. prefixed them before; and it ſhould ſeem 
chiefly on his ſole authority. * a 
The approbation of theſe learned editors, 
added to the- prior encomiums of Jerom, 


raiſed 5 


+ * n = 


(9) 


raiſed theſe marks into ſignal importance in 
the eſtimation of ſeveral divines. They had 
originally, doubtleſs, their uſe; and, whilſt 
they ſtaod intire in the Hexapla, anſwered 
ſome. valuable ends. But unfortunately, in 
the tranſcripts made from thence, they were 
ſoon either totally omitted, or at beſt but 
thinly inſerted; ſo that few of them, com- 
paratively ſpeaking, have reached our time: 
nor yet are thoſe few to be always depended 
upon, becauſe of their different poſitions in 
different copies: though, indeed, if we could 
depend upon them, I ſcarcely know of any 
uſeful me to which RR can not 1 _ 
Plied. + 5 Nd | 
Loet us eviifhdes * however, as thayail 
applied by Maſius. | | 1 ert 61 
Wbat aſſiſtance he e in the: Werde 
tion of theſe obe/i and aſteriſts from his 
Syriac MS *, I know not: but this I know, 
and I draw my knowledge from the ſtructure 
of his book, that he adjuſted and applied 
many, if not moſt of them, himſelf; 8880 
even upon my ML 2: | #7 t 


2 2 have G . he was ever potteled of 
ſuch a manuſcript, Vide * Long, „ Sacr. Ed. 
* I | 1 | . 1 1 { 

A Fe. — 


* abt ot — —þ v4 ©. %./ AN: ry 
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OD 
This may ſeem a heavy charge. But the 


A is not more ee, than the: * 


Nr N HAD e e 
If we cloſely examine ies * fe wilt 


readily appear, that he formed the plan, and 
proceeded in the execution of 1 _ re theſs > 


poſtulata, viz. 
1. „That the common Ha ert text, 


which he has inſerted in regular columns, is 
the true, perfect, and original text. And 


therefore to every word that is found in the 


Greek beyond what this text n he has 


prefixed an: eln. | 5 
2. That the Vatican MS contains ak 
true and ſimple verſion of the Seventy inter- 


preters. And therefore to all that is added 


to make this verſion conformable to the He- 
breu, he has prefixed an aferiſe, as ſup- 


0 it to be taken from the other ver- 
ons. 
_ Now. theſe are e "aw at this 


| Gala of day can by no means be granted. 


ö The 5 inted f Hebr e text, We are now | 
certain, is, in many places, imperfe& and 
corrupted. And therefore the Greek verſion 


can with no propriety be corrected by it; nor 


ought 1 it to be reduced to it, 
The 


The Valican Ms, though ancient; vene- 
rable, and of high value, can yet on no 
reaſonable grounds be ſuppoſed: to contain 
the /imple verſion of the Seventy. It has its 
additions and omiſſions, ; as well as other co- 
pies; though not perhaps in equal degrees. 
The ſimple verſion of the Seventy is now in- 
cluded in no ſingle MS; it lies diſperſed 


among the various copies. And it is by col- 5 


lating theſe various copies, aud comparing 
them with the collated Hebrew, 1 we can 
ever hope to come at the truth. N 
The writers, who have treated 5b this obeli 
eee i/ks, ſeem, in Iny opinion, to have e 
affirm, or rather take it for granted, that all 
the red ces under the abeli, and all the 3 
deficiences under the after;/es, were, the for- * 
mer inſerted, and the latter omitted, by the 
Seventy interpreters themſelves. But, if 3 
accurately attend to the words and ſentences 
J diſtinguiſhed, we are almoſt neceſſarily led F. 
to conclude, that they are rather the additions 
and omiſſions of later tranſeribers, than of the 
original interpreters. And if certain Greek 


A 


* 
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particulars, exclude the -cedundances on one 
hand, and ſupply the deficiences on the other, 
would not that exhibit an undoubted proof, 


that the archetypal copies from which they 


were tranſcribed were perfectly exact and 
right? and coiiſequently, that the eg 
were faithful interpreters? ' © 


Now, bappily for us, ſuch MSS do dll re- | 


main; and ſerve to demonſtrate how greatly: 


prejudiced Maſius was in favour of his own- 


ſyſtem: for what but the higheſt prejudice 


could ever induce him to prefix his marks on 


the ſole authority of the Vatican MS, when 
other MSS of high antiquity and good credit, 


plainly eee 5 no enen nicks were ne- 


3 1051 f z 4 in 


„ laus, i in * 151 weeks alen 
erm as was obſerved before, by this 


general rule. Whatever he found in the 
Greck, which had nothing to anſwer it i the 


printed Hebrew, that he marked with"kn- 
obelus: and whatever he found in the printe * 


Hebrew, which had nothing to anſwer it in 


Bi Greek, i. e. Vatican copy; that he ſup- 


plied, and chiefly. from the Complutenſian 


9 under the ſign of 9 or A 


11 . This 


1 
This is the rule which he uniformly. obs 
ſerved. 
Such then bald PR cathy of proceduge, let 
it here be allowed me to propoſe a queſtion: 
and the queſtion is this; Cannot any man of 
knowledge, proceeding at this time by the 
ſame rule, apply theſe ſignus to any, or even to 
all, the books of the Old Teſtament, with as 
much accuracy and preciſion as Maſius ap- 
plied them to the book of - Joſhua? _ But 
would this man of knowledge, when he 
found Hebrew Ms correſpondent to the 
Greek marked with obeli; and hkewiſe Greek 
Mss correſpondent to the Hebrew in the 
places diſtinguiſhed by aftericks; would ſuch 
a man, I fay, ſuppoſing him unprejudiced, 
ever think of inſerting theſe ſigns where his 
M ss ſhewed he had no occaſion to inſert 
them? Vet this was the caſe with Maſius: 
for he made no account of any MSS whether 
Greek or Hebrew, that varied from his aſ- 
ſumed texts; but boldly purſued his ſcheme, 
n oppoſition often to a cloud of witneſſes, 
that evidently proved the falſity of it. 
In the animadverſions I am going to make, 


it is not my intention minutely to examine 
ä all 


3 * * 


all the particulars, as they occur in the book 3 L 
but, having reduced them into two claſſes, 
to ſelect ſuch inſtances under each head as 
are ſufficient to aſcertain the point in queſ- 
tion—ſufficient to aſcertain, that the obeli 


and aſteriſks are here often prefixed to words 
where ſeveral MSS clearly ſhew, that they 
ought not in . to have been 2 . to 


them. | 
Claſs the firſt. of as 5 K A 
afteriſks. qo. | | 


Theſe come all under one cbdel ad, 


viz. that of words ſuppoſed to have been 
omitted by the Szventy interpreters. But 


what ground is there for ſuch a ſuppoſition? 


Is there any thing in the nature, conſtruction, 
or meaning of theſe words, that ſhould in- 
_ duce the original interpreters to omit them! ? 
This cannot be affirmed with any ſhadow of 
reaſon. And if they had no inducement to 
leave them out, why ſhould we ſuppoſe they 
did? ' Nay, do not the copies, which now 
ſupply theſe defects, exhibit to us ſo many 


poſitive proofs that their archetypes were clear 


of them? And, if fo, is not this a plain in- 
dication, that they obtained a place at firſt in 


the 


L 


the Sedfunigint verſion, Beten haſty and 
careleſs tranſcribers have ſince left them out. 
That ſuch copies do exiſt, will ſoon appear an 
abſolute fact. Upon this fact then we may 
lay” it down, I preſume, as a maxim, that, 


Y in truth. and propriety, no aſteriſks ſhould 


have been prefixed to any words, which, 
though wanting in ſome copies, are yet to 


7 


be found in others, of equally great or greater 
antiquity. By this maxim let us now exa- 
mine our author's ſyſtem. 
Joſhua, hap. 1. ver. 1. M Kuple: and 
ver. 7. x Wea Tov veuor, are marked with 
an aſteriſk, as being wanting in the Vatican 
Ms. but they are both extant in the Oxford 
MS*®, which has as much, if not more, right 
to claim deſcent from the original Septuagint 
than even the Vatican has. They are alſo to 


*The Oxford MS, which belongs to Univerſity Col - 
lege, and comprehends the Ocfateuch, is one of the moſt 
valuable we now poſſeſs. Though it was written fo late 
as the year of our Lord 1126, yet was it taken from a very 
ancient copy; a copy that agreed, as appears on . compari» 
fon, with one of thoſe (for he evidently made uſe at leaſt 
of two) which Philo Judzus had in his hands.” This MS 
deſerves much more attention than has yet been paid to it. 
The Collation in Walton's Polyglott ought to be reviſed. _ 
"A is far, I am afraid, from being exact and perfect. 
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16 1 
be. found in the ob MS*;.a MS of 1 
note in the eſtimation of the learned Mont- 
faucon. And here let it be obſerved, once for 
all, that the firſt of theſe, and many other 
Phraſes, which Maſius has marked, as omiſ- 
ſions, with aſteriſks, are likewiſe extant in 
the Complutenſian and Aldine editions; 
which is ſome confirmation of their origi- 
nality. For ſince the perſons who preſided 
over thoſe editions never added any thing of 
their own, they ſtand as vouchers, that ſome 
antient MSS read preciſely in the manner they 
have repreſented. © 


But to proceed, chap. i i. ver. 105 . 

atpey 78 Ioan, and ver. 15. 2 Ah ο ele 

d uri, ſuppoſed to have been omitted by the 
LXX, and therefore afteri/+;/ed, are both ex- 
tant in the Oxford MW. 

The ſame MS ſupplies again a e 
omiſſion in r. ii. ver. + te OE RIS, 
NJ vx vun woher o. 

Chap. ii. ver. 14. Here Maus has. pre- 
fixed an aſteriſk to the e ſentence, 


28 Coder R. . P. P. Sang Baſilii FOO, x: {cents | 
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viz. Cav ui eVeopiCyre peer; 10 pH nau rr: 
which, by the bye, is his own tranſlation. 
The Oxford MS reads, ich fi draſythmg 8 
p1ua 15 , in exact conformity with ſeveral 
Hebrew MSS, which inſtead of m have 


i. Vide Kennicott in loco. This 


d the verb 


to the printed Hebrew, change 


lament, that he was ſo prejudiced. 


dvſys lan into 'welyeihyre. We have often to 


"4 : 


In ver. 1 5. there are two ſuppoſed cud . : 


ſions filled up under aſteriſks. But the Ox- 


ford MS ſupplies in a great meaſure both 


theſe defects. For it reads, q Tyg dupideg ev 


cv or 0 01x05 aury nv & Th Tier. It leaves 
out indeed the latter part, (and it is wanting I 
in the vulgar Latin,) as bordering upon ſome- 
thing like tautology. For if Rahab's * houſe 


„ was on the town-wall,” is there any ne- 
ceſſity to add, . and the dwelt on the wall? 
I ſuſpect even the Hebrew to be an ancient 


marginal gloſs. . Of ſuch gloſſes 1 fee, or | 


think I ſee, many other inſtances. What is 


to be thought of Exodus xvi. 36? And 


what of many other explanations, which the 
Iſraelites could have no * of in the days 
ae = 
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bes iti. The Oxford- MS bas, ver. 11. 
8 duer: and, ver. 12. Kal v mpoxs 
yet they are both placed * 08 

Chap. . r 3. The e ard garn 
bas Twy lei, though marked as omitted by 
the LXX, ee 
Complut. edition: and ſo they were in the 
8 the vulgar Latin was mude: 
ſuppoſing it, as 3 — made 

from the Greek. 
Chap. v. In the Aler. ee e 


the 4th and 5th verſes are ſtrangely muti- 


fated and corrupted. In the Bofil MS they = 


ſtand entire; as they do alſo in the Complu- 
_ Fenfian edition, from whences nn 


* by Maſius and Grabe. 
The latter part of the 9th, and SEM 
ning of the roth verſe, dg ric ii T νν- 
og: though marked as omitted by the LXX, . 
are yet to be found in the Oxford MS; and 
the Bal MS, in a note, bears witneſs. to 
their exiſtence in the Septuagint Verſion. 

The ſeveral paſſages which are diſtinguiſhed 
by aſteriſks, as omiſſions in chap. vi. (ſuch as, 
Kot du T5v XA &c. ver. „ 


4 
oy 
Us. * 


tet 


& T5 A. Api hui. ver. i 5. and dg 
Tera ſas · mou. ver. 20.) 0 occur” at nn * 
the ſame valuable MS. 
The like may be obſcried tha vis, 
ver. 7 and 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 26. For 
all that is here ſuppoſed to have been omitted 
by the ue e, e eng | 
the Oxford and \Bafil MSS. 2 K. 
Chap. x. The 15th verſe is. nk rats 
Alex. and Vat. MSS: and I think-rightly, It 
is extant in the Oxford MS; but ſhould have 
been transferred to ver. 43, where it is want 
ing in 4 our Greek copies; and ſupplied by 
Maſius under an aſteriſk. N. B. Maſſus, in 
his Greek column, has placed this 1 5th verſe. 
under an obelus, though his Hebrew. column 
1 plainly ſhews, that, even „ 
"_ he ſhould not have done it. 
Chap. xiii. The 33d verſe, witch 
Aer. and Vat. copies, and ſuppoſed to have _ 
been omitted by the LXX, becauſe of ite 
affinity to ver. 14, ſtands thus at full in the | 
: re, vp Kai T5 puay Avi e#:50weer Made dx * 
N,“ , KU leg 6 Frog lep, curd o 8 
brd, xabug ehdhyoer ανννενν e 
The ſame excellent MS ſupplies, in a "a | 
725 ike manner, the ſuppoſed omiſſion of the 
Lge = - Gn 


L 20 


| * interpreters at the cloſe of chaps xxiii. 
For after en auroig, it adds,. N. Seer | 
helg e. 14 Upeces c je UAA i rde, UT rig 
vis de dener bur. a reading that deſerves 

notice, becauſe it is ſo very different from 
that which occurs in any other copy. hay 
Comp. and Ald. Edd. 0 
Let this ſuffice with ges 8 ro aſt 
| wks. Proceed we then to 5 
Claſs the ns; Of words placed — 
5 Obel. | 1 > * * 
The Obeli 8 10 additions * ap- 
pear in the Greek Verſion above what is ex- 
tant in the Hebrew text. Now Wiſs fall _ 
various conſiderations. | 
1. As the idiom of the Greeks Rotors is 
more exuberant than that of the Hebrew, if 
we regard the words only and not the ſenſe, 
we-may ſix obeli in ſeveral places, where yet 
in reaſon they ought not to be fixed. And 
thus Maſius has, in my opinion, very inju- 
diciouſly and unneceſſarily inſerted no leſs 

than three of theſe marks, (ſee chap. i. f.) 

| where he needed not to have inſerted One. 

See alſo chap. ii. 7. x. 11. and various other 

places. But ** is not ws fault of Maſius 
; "oye: 


(** 7 
sd digen himſelf is bang erar- 


nit. det ac: 

2. Moſt of the: rag: ar ad 8 
were manifeſtly inſerted in the Greek Ver- 
ſion by way of explanation. They are a kind 

of paraphraſtical interpolations, purpoſely 
added to render the ſenſe more clear, com- 
Plete, and determinate. They owed their ori- 
gin, if I am not greatly miſtaken, to the fol- 
bowing circumſtance. The ken, that is, 
the old Greek Verſion in common uſe, though 
plain and ſimple, was nevertheleſs in many: 
places - ſcarcely underſtood by the common 
people. To render thoſe places more mtel- 
bgible, the miniſters of the Church in read- 
ing, or perhaps in the ſubſequent explication 
of the leſſon, added, I conceive, in ſome 
places certain words to explain the ſentence ; 
and elſewhere exchanged ſome words of 46. 
firuſe meaning for others herter town." And 
moreover, where they thought; ſome>texts 
improperly rendered, therethey:propoſedinew 
and different tranſlations of their -C ͤr. A 
practice by no means to be cenſured ; ſinee 
it contributed to improve the underſtanding 
« mw * and to facilitate the knows 

.C 5 = yp 
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ledge of ſcripture. To ſpeak 1 a ec; 
we ourſelves have practiſed the ſame. Thus, 


do iſtance in the three caſes: Gen. xiii. 9. 
If ebau wilt tale the left hand, then T-will 
go to the right; or if thou depart to the 

"© right, hand, iben I till go to the left.” 
Here the LTalicts are laudable additions f 
our own, And for change of phraſeology ſee 
Fuck. xx. 5. where inſtead of, e lifted' up 


mine hand”; the margin reads by way'of 


2 1 ſware.“ And again, chap. 
Alxilie 3. where inſtead of the words, when 
I came to deſtroy the city,” the margin, in 
conformity to the ſenſe of the original, juſtly 

reads, * when I came to propheſy that the 
, city ſhould be deſtroyed. The third point 
is confirmed by the d:ferent tranſlations of 
the ſame paſſages in the different editions of 
"our Engiþ Bible. But I muſt digreſs no 


further: and therefore 3 W oO 1 
..- beſpre upon. eden 
tioned, made in the Greek — * the 
 goyernors of the Church, or by whomſoever 
you' pleaſe, were afterwards. inſerted in the 
| Wan of ſeveral * and from thence 

uy 
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finally admitted into the tent; which ac+ 
counts for the variations of the Greet from 
the Hebrew ; as it alſo does for the different 
renderings obſervable in the Greek itſelf before 
the time of Aquila. And be it further re- 
marked, that theſe interpolations, though 
founded on the ſame principle, were yet of 
| courſe different in different countries, becauſe 


of the different idioms of their language ; 
' which fully accounts for thoſe varieties we 


| ſee between ſome and others of the Greek © 


Copies, n. with ow to ae 
terms. 
. Hen h eviiivats ati. IANS 
ſuch- like additions can with no propriety be 
attributed, as they commonly are, to the 
original interpreters ; but owe their exiſtence. 

to ſubſequent authors. There may be ſome 
ſeeming additions, indeed, and now - diſtin» 


of the f interpreters. But they are of a 
different nature, and ſtand on à different 
foundation, from thoſe above mentioned. | 

Il am inclined to believe, that, in hen. u. 
i 1. the words, Kai x ogeubirr 6; 04 duo wi, 
8 lep are the words of the Seventy. 
. . 


9 


But I am — inclined to believe, that 
they found the correſpondent Hebrew in their 


copies, though we cannot find it at this time 
in aurg. Our own copies however ſupply us 


with many Hebrew wards, - which anſwer 
the Greek ones, that Maſius has marked as 
redundant. Thus, chap. ih ig -. Cod. 109 


Cennicott, has N correſpondent to the obe- 


:hzed Greek rh wxr&. So again, chap. ix. 


17. Cod. 180. reads mmm; in, mtg. con- 
formable to the Septuagint verſion, in d su- 


[AbZyra vgs. And indeed without the words 
mim and xup:c5 the meaning of the ſentence 


would be rather doubtful and obſcure. 
Ohap. vii. 22. The Alex. MS reads, g 


aur in Eg ü 75 49. And three He- 
brew M58, having peng, confirm the truth 


901 this reading; which Dr. Grabe _ never- 


eh throw out of the text · ba. nar? 
Chap. vi. 5. eic ,νν was 0 "WE a Here 
Abe has obelized the adjective a. But 
an excellent Hebrew MS gg. Kennics/t, reads 
in this 2d. __— Syn 90, er a ae 
pps...” . 
Chap. vi. 7. The e Luka is _— 


| ; e and ungrammatical. : The LXX read 


- 2 / — 
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in the ſingular, Wen, which is now con- 
firmed by no leſs than, thirty, five. Hebrew 
MSS. See Kennicait- o! - vt * 16 
Chap. ix. 3. Two Hebrew N88, for de 
WH, read here WR, 25: 7 
the ns Septuagint . verſion, , erdura do. The 
word, agen however Maſius has placed — 

20. obelus, brcgnſy The: Heben e was n 
in his copy. e lh bed ; Ma w 
Chap. Xii. 34+, #71 Küps arr 04s. — | 
Maſius has obelized the relative euro: though 
ſeveral MSS,, in conformity with that which 
po LAN. fe n in this dae am 
1 * * N bY is „ e 


2 


tized by our editor with an obelus in every 


part of the book. See patticularly chap. ix. 
1. and chap. xxi. A 24, 29, 30, 31, 34, &c. 
Nowy this he was led to do, becauſe the 
particle 1, Jau, in ſuch places did. not exiſt 
in his printed Hebrew. But how many 
Hebrew copies has Dr. Kennicott,produced, 
which ſtill expreſſly retain it? Vide in locis 
recitatis, et alibi paſſim. This is a plain 
proof to me, that many of theſe ſignatures 
are of the author's own applying: However, 
let us. . „„ 


OT) 
In chap. xxi. Maſius has marked for omiſ- 
ſion two whole verſes (36, 37), which are 
1 abſolutely neceſſary to complete the given 
| — account; for, if theſe verſes be ſtruck out, four 
Levitical cities will be wanting to make up 
q either the particular number 12, ver. 40; or 
4 he total number 48, ver. 41. The conſo- 
| nancy of- ſcripture therefore requires, that 
"theſe verſes ſhould be ſcrupulouſly retained ; 
and retained they are, under one form or 
| * other, in 126 Hebrew MSS. not to mention 
| x Chron. vi. 78, 79. An evident proof of 
the original integrity of the Septuagint Ver- 
fion. But, notwithſtanding this proof, our 
1 author would expunge the whole paſſage. 
His reaſons for fo doing accept in his own 
words. Aunot. in locum, © Ila, 3 wipav v 
 "Togdary, uſque dum dicitur, à du vic uais 
Tad, hoceſt, uſque ad 38 verſum, debent 
notar obelo. Nam 111 DE V0 EA ADDIDE- 
non, explieandæ ſententiæ cauſſa, cetero- 
qui curte ; ut dixi in Commentariis.” What 
he ſays in his Commentary is Obſervan- 
dum eſt autem, deſiderari hoc loco in Hebræo 
eas urbes, quas Rubenitz contulerunt. Nam 
etſi in nonnullis antigraphis, poſt comme- 
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moratas Zabulonias, duobus- — illz 
traditione — ſane — eee 5 
ſcriptum 6ſt, in antiquiſſimis ſacrorum bibli. 
orum Hebraicorum exemplaribus non exare, 
Idque etiam a R. Davide Kimhi obſervatum, 
et proditum eſt. Sed ut ut iſta ſe res habet, 
certum eſt deſiderari. Neque enim alioqui 
mum e eee muy ID 
which, 17 retaining et | 3 
the ſum; yet ſo prejudiced was he in favour 
of the Maſoretic text, that the evidence of 
other copies, both Hebrew and Greek, could 
not Prevail upon bim to let them paſs for 
— Nay, he obelizedthe Greek, which 
is ' ſomewhat wnaccountable, ' aſter he had 
| diate — the 2iniaverp Poly- 
glott, and placed it in his on text. | Herein 
Grabe has not entirely followed him. But 
be has impropetiy obelized the words, N 
h 10 oberer 13 Gorete ub. I fay im- 
2 properly : becauſe the correſ] pondent Hebrew 


occurs in no leſs than 43 MSS. an ne 


we ** of feuting the ſlayer, 
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Cap. V. 2. n 


. bg 5. 


OY ee as — 25 to dees he. Corpar 


ver. 13.21.27. 32. 38. isiben 
N. B. If theſe two men were not .extar 
in the Hebrew column of the Hexaple (and ; 
the omiſſion of them by Jerom. is an evident 
proof they were not), how faulty, I beſee 
vou, and imperfect, muſt Origen's copy 
have been? And what, ſtrange work | 
he. have made with the Sepiuag int, hen he 
brought and applied i it to ſo improper ateſt2 
But 1 muſt haſten. WW 011114507 ve Bike 


Chap. xili. The was — of ver 7. ano 


os. Jogdalu aid, ſeems to be the verſion of 


the Seventyʒ and had, I believe, in their dr. 
its counterpart in the Hebrew, texkt. 
The ſame may be obleryed of the Shen 


Zint account of the eleven cities, ch. xv. 59+ 
Same & Eegaba, wry 55 Bulacge, & c. which 

account the Jews perhaps maliciouſly erazed 
out of the Hebfew, that our Saviour might 
not appear to have ſprung from the tribe of 


Judah. g Vide ae e 1, men. 


| 467 1 a7, ces Ge 
80 again, 3 xxi. 42. Kal e. leb 
—15 Japraboage, ; 3 ſeems to have had. ,origh= : 
E131 Gy nally 
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nally its correſpondent Hebrew. It has it 
now in part, ch. xix. 49, 50. where it does 
not ſo well accord with the context, as it 
would do in this place. And tranſpoſitions, 
we know, are frequent throu ghout the books 
of the Old Teſtament, 0 5d 7 209 3-4 
Whether, Kal best dane Tis Nene : 
muta,” ch. xxiv. 30. be a marginal 'gloſs; 
founded on tradition, I cannot amor,» —N : 
termine. It agrees very well with what oc: 
curred before ch. xxi. 42. and depends upon - 
N and that verſe! Origen allows do be "RO 
' Vide Flam. Nobil. in lo— ne Os 
| pron to come to inſtances —— = ; 
Several paſſages; or words at leaſt; which 
Maſius has marked as redundant in his copy, 
are truly wanting in other copies; and there- 
fore ſhould not have undergone his "ſtigma; 
Thus he has, ch. vii. 6: obelized as ſuper- 
fluous the ſecond lieg, e he knew it 
to be wanting in ſeveral MSS. 
Again, ch. xii. I. eveoy Mavens „3. o viel 
e The words Mavede 25 are wanting 
i- the Vat. MS. and therefore ſhould not 
have been introduced into the Maffan text; 
for no other -purpoſe, but to be thrown out 
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the- obe/us. 8888 — be either quite 
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again, Though, after all, it may aſia * 
the true reading, and exactly conformable to 


that Hebrew copy, n e $1 apr 


made their-verfion; 

Unwary repetitions extant In Ge copies, 5 
but not to be found in others, are ſometimes 
needleſsly- marked as redundances. I ſay 
needleſsly, becauſe they are evident miſtakes 
of tranſeribers. Thus, ch. vii. 24. the words 


at the beginning of the verſe, occur again 
rightly at the end of it. But what I would 
chiefly obſerve. is, that there is a vaſt defal- 
cation in this-verſe, as it ſtands in the Mex. 
and Vat. MSS: which is thus ſupplied in our 


Nee OE. 2 * god, 2 


T1 YAWTEav Thy I wonder how Mafius 
could — wy innen 
_— without an aſteriſk. 

The obſervation, Kai & Srog & n 
karo Ieh, ch. Xi. 15. is out of place, and 
diſturbs the tenour of the narration. It oc- 
curs again, and very properly, at ver. 32. 
- Marginal gloſſes, crept into the text, de- 
ſerve, in my opinion, a greater ſtigma that 


= a 5 thrown 


3-eryeyo— Axap, which ſtand erroneouſly Ro 


„ 
thrown out, or elſe thruſt again into the 
margin, from whence they came. Of theſe 


book. Thus, ch. vi. 26. Kal rag inoinom 
Od rag mas ' curyx, is a late marginal 
gloſs, taken from 1 Kings xvi. 34. It is 
eeeCy Gapay ry Juyarps abr, ch. xvi 10. 
are alſo doubtleſs a marginal ſupplement. 
brought hither from 1 Kings iz. 16. The 
obelized ſentence, Kal un tilnnbar—airary 
ch. xix. 47. and Kai 6 Afeoppaiog——dpior curilny . 
ver. 49. I take to be of the ſame kind. 
So again, ch. xxiv. the addition to ver. 39. 
Er exeivy Ty ppg K. Fe A. is certainly a gloſs, 
and ought to be expunged. ** 223 
here from the book of Judges. | 
And now let me ſay, as Magus does His 
eſto finis annotationum. . 
What the reader may deduce * theſe 
remarks I cannot preſume to ſay, But if he 
dieduces any thing to the diſparagement of our 
author's character, he deduces more than 1 


meant he ſhould. Maſius was a man of great 


integrity and profound learning: but he had 
be ices; n 
5 him 


there are not a few interſperſed through the 
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him to draw concluſions that were not right: 


concluſions however that militated ſtrenuouſ- 


ly for the church of Rome, in oppoſition to 
the reformed churches. In the days of Ma- 
ſius, and indeed lon 8 aſter, it was the arti- 
fice of Catholic writers to defend covertly 
their acm church, when they ſeemed to be 
diſeuſſing quite other ſubjects. This mode of 
writing Maſius purſued; for, with reſpect to 
the book nom before us, though his profeſſed 
deſign was to correct and "reſtore the Greek 


text, yet his latent intention was merely to 


confirm the authority of the VHulgate. And 
all the complaints he makes of the e. 
tions in the common Septuagint, are meant 


to andes wol as ſo many proofs of the ſu- 
periority and perfection of the Latin verſion. 


Several other writers had the ſame: end in 


view, and juſtly fall under the like cenſure. 


Thus, to dme to particular inſtances: Tho 
the labours of Jo. Morinus eventually bene- 


fitted the univerſal church, yet little or no 
thanks are properly due to him from us Pro- 


teſtants; for he cried up the authority of the 


Septuggint (Pref, in Bibl. Græc. Pariſiis, 


N 
«a * 0 6 
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1 
the Samaritan Pentateuch (Exercit, Sab.) 
With no other intent, but to debaſe and dif 


parage the Hebrew text, from which the Re- 


elmer had made their tranſlationss. 
Much to the fame purpoſe, and in a fi mi- 
lar way, Father Goar publiſhed His E9xoX5yiev, 
five Rituale Græcorum, Pariſiis, 1647 —one 
of the moſt artful compilations'that was ever 
committed to the preſs. The manifeft deſign. 
of the work was to ſhew the purity, and to 
demonſtrate the excellency, of the Roman 
Mrflal, from the conformity of its offices to 
thoſe of the Greek church. And as the caſe 
is there repreſented, the conformity is great 
indeed. But the whole is a continued fallacy; | 
and the fallacy hes in this: that the ſeveral 
| offices are all taken from late copies: from 
ſuch copies as had no exiſtence, until the 
Eaftern churches, becoming ſubje& to the 


| Roman pontiff, had altered their rituals to 


the mode and practice of the Yeftern church! 
This fallacious argument, though ſeemingly. 
meant for the defence only of the Roman 

Miſſal, yet conveyed beſides a latent condems 
nation of the Engliſb liturgy, which the In- 

dex 2 had reprobated before. ” 
+ <4. 8 Renau- 


* 
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Renaudotius, who continued the work, 
went on in much the ſame manner, though 
in a leſs reſerved way. See his Liturg, Ori- 
ental. Collect. tom. I. Diflert. Prim. cap. v1. 
where the defenders of our Engliſh Liturgy, 
Uſher and Wharton, are moſt ar a» 
buſed. . 

To 5 3 ales may 2 — Ke 
portions of the various prefaces, &c. which 
we find prefixed | to the Benedictine editions of 
the ancient fathers. All theſe, and ſuch like 
authors, ſhould be read with caution, eſpeci- 
ally by young ſtudents, whoſe, diflidence_of 
themſelves may often prompt them to take 
what they read for granted ; and conſequently 
to be led into exrours by the luſtre and autho- 
rity of great names. This 1s what I would 
wiſh to guard them againſt. And it is the 
ſole aim of this Diſquiſition to ſhew, by ex- 


ample, how neceſſary it is, that we ſhould 


- think for ourſelves; aud, having cooly and 
candidly examined the ſubject, that we ſhould 
finally determine upon it, as reaſon eue: - 
and: et TTT od gle ASA, 
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| CONTAINING SOME REMARKS ON ORIGEN 's 
CELEBRATED HEXAPLAs. 


DEFORE I come to treat of the Hek- 
| apla, it may be neceſſary to premiſe 
ſome little account both of the Hebrew text, 
and of the Greet verſions upon which it was 
founded. 

Now the Hiubbew Bible, like ali Wen 
contracted doubtleſs ſome faults in paſſing 
through the hands of tranſeribers: and more 
faults of courſe, the oftner it was tranſcribed. 
What its real ſtate might be at any particular 
period we cannot now juſtly determine. This 
only is certain, that the more ancient MSS 

- are preferable to thoſe of later date. Hence 
then 1 it follows, that the ft Greek 1 interpre- 
D 2 i ters 
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ters had, cæteris paribus, the advantage of 


| thoſe who ſucceeded them, in that they tranſ- 
1 lated from a prior, and conſequently a more 
11 Perfect copy. 
. The , that is, the Septuagint, verſion. 
.= was made about two hundred and eighty years 
| i ; before the birth of Chriſt : and remained 


alone in uſe above four hundred years. In its 
progrefs through this period, it underwent, 
from various cauſes, many and fignal altera- 
tions: inſomuch that in the days of Origen, 
the differences between the copies were ama- 
-zingly, and, as he fays, lamentably great. 
The whole verſion before this time had been 
groſſly traduced, and e by the e 
nation. 
And becauſe it had been FR 8 2 na- 
tive of Pontus, and a proſelyte to Judaiſm, 
- publiſhed, about the year of our Lord 1 39» 
another, and moſt literal verſion, which was 
immediately adopted by the Jews, and intro- 
"duced into their Synagogues. inſtead. of the 
©Septvagint.. N. B. This is to be underſtood 
of his ſecond edition. 
After him, Theodotian, an Edbefaan, and 
Eric proſelyte, undertook a third tranſla- 


"TH 7 8 

3 | 

E 

1 

8 

WEE | + 
17 tion 
3 * 

4 - . 


bs took 
ban: and made it publick about the year 1 7 8 


- This, as moſt conformable to the Septuagi 


obtained little or no credit among the Jews. 
_ Laſtly, about the cloſe of the ſecond cen» 
tury, Symmachus, a learned Samaritan, pub- 
| liſhed a fourth tranſlation, which was highly 
eſteemed both by Jews and Chriſtians; w 
pecially the ſecond adftion; 1 + _ ' 
| Theſe four verſions Origen had in 8 
hands; and from them compoſed his Terra- 
pla, the loſs of which is greatly to be lament- 
ed. For the author, being then able to read 
the Scripture only in Greek, and having the 
higheſt eſteem for the Septuagint verſion; ren- 
dered the text, which he placed in the firſt 
column, as perfect as he could; adjuſting 
the differences between the copies by the 
1 concurring ſenſe of the other verſions,” 
Com. in Matth. Tom. I. p. 381, Had he 
ſtopt here, in my judgement he had done 
well. 

'But 3 time VHS Din. he tk the He 
brew language: and-whilſt he applied to the 
Fes for inſtruction therein, he imbibed from 


thema laſting opinion ofthe ſuperiority and per- 


, berlin of the Hebrexu ſcriptures; which lo- 
D Woo ered 


B 
ered his eſteem for the Sep/uagint verſion. 
Accordingly, when he came, about the year 
230, to compoſe the Hexap/a, he made the 
| Hebrew the ſtandard ; and gave preference to 
ifs] the ſeveral verſions, as they acceded to, and 
Aàgreed with it. This is evident from the 
ſtructure of the work. For in the ff co- 
lumn he placed the HiSrew text in Hebrew 
characters: and in the ſecond, the ſame in 
Greek characters. This text he inſerted ma- 
nifeſtly from ſuch a copy, as the Jews, his 
maſters in Hebrew, beſt approved; and re- 
commended to him as the moſt correct. How 
correct or perfect this copy was, we ſhall 
have occaſion to enquire hereafter. Let us 
now go on with the Hexapla. In the third 
column he inſerted the verſion of Aquila; 
and in the fourth that of Symmachus ; the 
two Greek verſions that were then in the 
"higheſt eſtimation with the Jews. In the 
Fjt6 he placed the Septuagint verfion, not in- 
- deed in the form he found it, but modelled 
and accommodated to his Hebrew text. And 
as it appeared, when compared with that 
text, to be in ſome places redundant, and in 
" others F/ cient ; ſo he prefixed: an obelus or 
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dagger to all th oſe i and ſi pplied 
the deficiences out of the other Greek verſions 
under the fign of a far or afteriſth. The Kt 
column contained the verſion of Theodotion ; 
which was ſeemingly thruſt into this loweſt 
place, as being of little account in . * | 
nion of the Jews. 

From this repreſentation is us now ſee | 
what concluſions may be fairly drawn. And, 
Ty. Though the Hebrew copy, which Ori- 
gen in ſerted in the Hexapla, might accord 
very well with the ſeveral copies, which the 
three aft tranſlators uſed ; yet what probabi- 
lity is there, that it fully accorded with that 
more ancient copy, from which the 7 
made their verſion? Is it to be ſuppoſed, that 
the Hebrew copies underwent no alterations 
in the courſe of more than 5300 years? But 
ſuppoſe we what we pleaſe ; Origen's copy 
was evidently far from being perfect *, Sen- 
tences were in ſome places omitted: in others 
umerpolated. For a notable omiſſion, ſee 
"IR. XX1. 36, 37- And for as notable an 


. The ſame may be ſaid of the Hebrew copies which 
Lucian and Heſychius uſed ; and upon which. op 'F formed 
Shear different editions of the Septüuzint. 
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f ; U 40 
ipterpolation we may — I TEM) to Iſaiah. 
N. 2323. Ceaſe ye from man, &c. a verſe, 
which bears no affinity to the context.; and 
which, from the caſt of it, one may venture 
to pronounce, was foiſted in by the Jews in, 
il derogation of © the man, Chriſt Jeſus.” ; It, s 
5 is wanting in the Septuagint 3 ; and ſtands ex- 
vi cluded by crotchets in the Arabic verſion. 
iti Jerom, who never ſuſpected its genuineneſs, 

| owns however, that the Jews turned it from 
| a prophecy, into a reproach, of our Saviour. 
1 V ide in loco, ) But a prophecy it could never 
bez: it is not of that ſtructure. It is mani- 
uw feltlya reproachful Jewiſh inſertion, And 
8 Aquila knew perfectly well, how to render 
5 according to the ſenſe intended by it; 
which yet is no other than the ſenſe we 
41 | ourſelves have given to It. 
44 If this ſhould not be admitted as an inter- 
4 polation, more indubitable inſtances of im- 
perfection the curious reader may eaſily find. 
Let him examine particularly Amos i . 125 
where the Hexaplar text, as appears from Je- 
dom, was exactly the ſame with our printed 
Hebrew. Origen therefore read thus: 
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But- the Seventy. very aaa: * 5 


following manner: 
DIX Ter mm"nK wer o 


And that this 1s the true reading,. we _ 
the teſtimony of inſpiration to * us. 
ne Acts xv. 17. as 


Seeing then that On 8 8 * 
was evidently mutilated, interpolated, and 
corrupted, what immenſe injury muſt he 
have done to the Septuagint Verſion, when he 
reduced it to the form of ſo imperfect a ſtan- 
dard! How often muſt he have applied his 
obeli and after; its, not only without neceffity, 
but even to the ee and violation af 

G 
But this is not 8 . injury | which the 

A ſuffered by his means. He oſten 
ſubjoined to the old Greek verſion another, 
and, as he judged, a better verſion of the ſame 
paſſage, taken from ſome of the later inter- 
preters, and thereby introduced an unhappy 
mixture, of which we n e n ta 


auen. "6662 1 | ne 
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. Inſtances of this 5 numerous. « Thus, 
Pſalm xvii, 36. to the old verſion, Kal of main _ 


** o * _ 3 he added the novel one 
e of 
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| of Theodotion, Ke) * J m, * b we A 
Zu. Both of which ſtand now together in 
the Alex. and Pat. copies. In like manner, 
Iſaiah xv. 3. A. D. O. Kal &w Toi WMA 
auric: + O. Kal © rar puucrs dure. See alſo 
Daniel ix. 27. Alex. And particularly Ha: 
bakkuk iii. 2. And the like frequently. in 
other places; as Deut. xxviii. 12. xxxii. 40. 
There is an inſtance of this kind alleged in- 
deed by ſome, which ſeems to me by no 
means pertinent. It is Pſal. xii. 6. accord- 
ing to the Septuagint, where we read, 


Ac Toa Kupic TW wepyeryoadi 4e 
Ka Jeng TW 0Poga! k Kupis 78 Mgr. 
But theſe cannot be two different verſions of 
the fame Hebrew ſentence. The latter is 
manifeſtly a tranſlation of the followin 8 he- 
miſtick: 
8 joy mar rDον 
which now ſtands at the cloſe of the ach 
Palm in Hebrew: and, I have reaſon to be- 
lieve, ſtood originally at the eloſe of Tm1s, 
though afterwards unwarily omittee. 
But to proceed. Origen was ſo ſervilely 
attached to the tranſlation of Aquila, how - 
ever barbarous, that he often intermixed its 
10 = He- 
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Hebraiſms with 5 Soptunghgs wels; . | 
the great injury both of the ſtyle and petſpi- 
cuity of it. e. g. Aquila, Hebraiez lectioni 
ſerviens, always rendered the Hebrew parti - 
cle rue, when only the ſign of the accuſative 
caſe, by the Greek'ovvy. This word b, not- 
withſtanding its impropriety, Origen tranſ- 
ferred, as often as it occurred, into the Se. 
iuagint column of the Hexapla; and thereby 
crouded the text with barbariſms. Of theſe 
barbarous inſertions we have now ſeveral re- 
mains, both in the Alexandrian and Vatican 
copies. Thus Eccleſiaſtes, ch. ii. ver. 17. 
| Koi epionon ovv T1 gie And ver. 18. Ales. 
Kal epuionoa tym ous T7ey)a pox ws. But the 
Vat. reads TUUTBY ts So again, Eccl. ch. iii. 
ver. 17. Luv Toy dixauov Z ouv Tov aotcy e 
Seeg. See alſo Judges ix. 48. and x. 6. in 
Montfaucon's Hexapla. 
From theſe three ſources ge 4 many 
cCorruptions, which defaced the integrity of 
the Septuagint Verſion: And thoſe were 
ſuch corruptions as may juſtly be aſcribed to 
the wrong zeal and bad judgement of Origen 
himſelf— to his wrong zeal in preferring the 
| later Hebrew copies recommended by the 
[ Jouue | 


— 
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Jews : and to his bad judgement in adopting, 
as he often did, the barbarous verſion of 
Aquila, not to mention the other two. By 
theſe means the Hexap/ar column of the Sep- 
tyagint ſoon. became, eſpecially when the 
ſignatures were omitted, a ſtrange, heteroger 
neous mixture; diſſimilar in ſtyle, and irregu- 
lar in conſtruction ; of which the attentive 
reader has, at this tine. frequent occaſion to 
complain. 

_ But, beſides: this injury, which it ſuffered 
more immediately from the perverſe diligence 
of Origen; the Septuagint verſion ſtill un- 
derwent further adulterations, molt of them 
faunded on the Hexapla, from the critical 
audacity of tranſcribers. | 
When curious and critical readers came to 
compare the verſions together, they ſoon be- 
gan to think, that ſeveral words and phraſes 
in the /ater tranſlations were far more expreſ- 


ive of the original Hebrew, than thoſe which 


the Seventy had uſed. Upon this judgement 
Formed, and preference given, they imme- 
diately inſerted, either in the margin of their 
copies, or between the lines, all the words 

Ao. approved. By cheſe inſertions all ſuch ap- 


* 


3 . proved, 


1 1 


proved, but foreign words berate afterwards 
part of the text; ſometimes to the total e. 
ecluſion of the Seprudgint terms; and ſome- 
times in conjunction with tem. Hence wor. 
woful depravation : - 

© To this practice it is Gotbtlefs owing, 
1 it, chat we now find ſo many Hebrew 
words tranſlated differently in different parts 
of the ſame book, and ſometimes of the ane 
chapter, Thus the Hebrew word oe 
(Numb. xxxv.) is rendered by four. different 
Greek words within the compaſs of | four 
verſes ; ; vix. by To foacna, ver. 23 by r 
oglopela, ver. 3; by 70 o guνν½,iſa, ver. 43 3 
aud by ra 5 ouopar, Ver. 5. In 2 ch. Xxi. 
the ſame word is often rendered rw | Wepio Topic, | 
and as often ro awpicjeiva. 1 has other rene | 

derings in other places. | 
— To the ſame practice it is lkewiſe owing, 
2dly, that ſeveral fynonymous words, taken 
from the other verſions, are often conjoinet 
to the original words of the Septuagitit inthe 
| Jaime copies. Thus, Gen. chap. i. 1, T2, . 
rar Yor, 2 xab” 5 uouryre. Alts. And Le- 5 
viticus, ehap. xvi. 31. LaCCara oabCaruy, 
en * ige. u. Vat. Ales. 80 


Judges 
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Judges v. 3. troricaade grp ru. duverol: th 


And chap. | xili. Lo ors. vic even, N agu, 


\ 
70% 
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N. B. Here are not only two ſynonymous 
Greek verbs,coming together; but the corre- 
ſpondent Hebrew verb is alſo connected with 
them: for the word Hęeliz is plainly a cor- 
ruption of the Hebrew DNN, interfecit ; 
though it has been, ſomehow, ijudcguſly 
turned into a proper name; viz. Ie. See 


Edd. Vat. Alex. ver. 8˙ . Ald. &c. More exam- 


ples the attentive _ reader will eaſily ſupply ; 
for they occur perpetually. 

And I muſt haſten to obſerve, 3dly,, that 
theſe ſynonymous terms are often ſubſtituted 
one for another in different copics of the Sep- 


tuagint. Thus, for the Hebrew vr, Gen. 


xlui. 30. the Vatican has r EYKNGTE aur, 
from the Seventy. The Oxford MS re 
CTAGY x12, GuTE, from Aquila, The Alex. 
Ala. and Compl. To EYTE6%; a urd, from Sym- 
machus. A little further on, chap. xlix. 12. 
the Hebrew 15/5571 is rendered in Vat. and 
Alex. yaperow; ; But in other copies, from 
different 9 rabafel, Iepjecl, Taupo, 


* 


| @oCqpo!. Inſtances of Sin kind, are endleſs, 
Let me therefore. refer for more. particulars 
to Bos's Septuagint, various lections, Where 
they meet the eye in almoſt every page. 
Ihe forementioned points being duly con- 
ſidered, we cannot, I think, but conclude, 
that the author of the Hexapla, eventually 
indeed, though not intentionally, contributed 
a great deal to the depravity and corruption 
of the Septuagint verſion; which we can a 
by no means rectify again. 4 
All the blame, however, muſt not = laid on 
Origen's Hexapla : the other two editions, 
thoſe I mean of Lucian and He eſychius, bore 
moſt probably a ſhare in the miſchief, Let 
us inſpect only the book of Judges: and what 
amazing differences do we find therein be- 
tween the Alexandrian and Vatican copies! 
Whence now could theſe differences, ſo pe- 
culiar in their kind, take their riſe, but from 
one or other of the laſt mentioned editions? 
Indeed Dr. Grabe, Epiſt. ad Millium, has 
clearly proved, in my opinion, that the Alex. 
Ms exhibits there the reading of the Herapla, | 
and the Vatican that of * Heſygius. And if 
the * edition ſu ppt thus the entire 
2 verſi on 
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verſion of a whole bock, it is hardly 0 be | 
doubted, that it alſo ſupplied many diſtinct 

Various readings in other parts of the Old 
Teſtament, How much the edition of Lu- 
"Han might contribute to the fame purpoſe, I 
am not ſufficiently able to determine. We 
ure Hitherto leſs acquainted wih that, than 
with any of the other editions. Codex Bar- 


berini, which contains the minor prophets, 


' Fertns to be the only copy, that, % r 1 
N the Lucianean tekt. 

Theſe are the principal cauſes, chief y te. 
Tived from Origen? s Herapla, which com- 
bined to corrupt the Septuogrnt verſion. True 
indeed it is, that errours, variations, defects 
and tranſpoſitions had invaded the text long 
before the cauſes, here fpecified, could take 
effect. But thoſe errours, defects, &c. are 
of a peculiar kind, far different from theſe 
Which we have now remarked, They have 
alſo been noticed, and accounted for, in ano- 
ther work *; and therefore can have no place 
here. For che chief purport of this diſquii- 
"ion ivy to Thew, wie e and iaſſu⸗ | 


28 eins precnt State of the W 
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ence the weib editions, and particularly the 
Hexaplar edition had on the original S 
gout text. And the effect, as it now appears, 
was, that, inſtead of improving i it, they ma- 


nnifeſtly deſtroyed and ruined” irs integrity. 


Ruined, I ſay, its integrity: | becauſe we have 
now no means in our hands, by which” mt "HT 
be thoroughly*reſtored, t. , 
Some indeed have thought, that if we 
: wok recover a complete copy of the Hexapla, | 
with its ſeveral Hgnatures properly diſpoſed, 
the various corruptions of the Septuagiut 
might be eaſily diſtinguiſhed, and as eaſil7 
rectiſied of courſe: *' Something, we allow, 
ſuch a copy might” contribute to this effect: 
but not near ſo much as the patrons of the 
Hexapla have warmly imagined For, what 
if Origen's Hebrew'copy, which he made the 
| ſtandard of perfection, ſhould' be found after 
all to be itſelf extremely imperfect; would 
not ſuch a copy, inſtead of correcting the er= 
rours of the Septuagint, rather tend to increaſe 


their number ? would it not baſely influence 


and corrupt the text? cauſing to be excluded 
by obeli, as redundances, phraſes that really 


were not nnn ; and pointing out cer- 


we & ; $ Wi * 0 . 
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tain defects to be ſupplied under erde i in 
places not really defective:- 

That this was the caſe with che Heropls, 
i have in ſome meaſure already ſhewed; 
and ſhall hereafter prove more at large “. 
The point is, I ſhall manifeſtly prove, that 
in conſequence of the faultineſs of the He- 
brew column, it was the hard fate of the 
Seßtuagint column to be in ſome places mu- 
tilated by obeli, and in others interpolated by 
aſteriſks, where in truth and propriety nei- 
ther obelus nor en ſhould have b ever 
inſerted. | 

. Nevertheleſs, when they were „abel the 
fame of Origen conveyed them from the 
 Hexapla into other copies; where ſome re- 
mains of them are ſtill exiſting. But let 
them exiſt. where they will: as ſeveral of 
them were evidently placed wrong at firſt, 
the retention of them can be at preſent of no 
great utility. 
The 1 of mlt Biblical errours 
lay very remote, in the early corruption of 
the Hebrew text: and therefore the reforma- 
tion ſhould have begun there. Had Origen IP 
2 . in his day, what Dr. Kennicott did in 


81 * See Appendix. n 
. 0002 
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Fog . * is, had he collated all the Helo 
copies that were then to be found, and Prei 


ſented to the world their various readings, he 
had juſtly merited, eternal praiſe ; for; then 


* 


an 


he would have 1 in a peculiar ſenſe, the 


40 © repairer of breaches, the reſtorer of paths 
4 to dwell i in * But, in the manner he choſe 
to proceed, his immenſe work turned out at 
laſt to little or no profit. His ſcheme, though 
he perceived it not, was rather unfavourable 
to the Church; and by the accompliſhment 
of it, he did upon the whole mote harm 
than good. The Harm conſiſted in this; that 
he, firſt, confirmed and eſtabliſhed the later 
and more imperfect Hebrew copies; and then, 


in compliance to them, moſt grievouſly adul- 


terated the S-ptuagint Greek. Or to repre- 
ſent it in another light: He rejected, in 


effect, the od Hebrew copies, and the old 


Greek verſion, upon which the Church of 
Chriſt was built; and, by adding the weight 
of his approbation to the u tranſlations, 


ſtrengthened the hands of the unbelievingJews. 


What good he did by this famed compilation, 
15 am yet, I confeſs, to learn, For when he 


* Tſaiah lviii. wu 
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Tei 
adopted their copies, it was rather of diſad- 
vantage to the Chriſtians 10 know how the 
Jews read. 
Should there be any, who are Rill in- 
Clined to deplore the loſs of the Hexapla ; 
let them take comfort to themſelves in this 


aſſurance; that large portions of it, eſpe- 


cially of its moſt valuable columns (viz. the 
Hebrew and Septuagint), are now extant in. 
the works of Jerom. As for the obeli and 
aſteriſks, which are there wanting, they may 
be ſupplied from other copies. They have 
indeed been ſupplied in great numbers by the 
care and induſtry of the learned Grabe: and 
now ſtand inſerted in his celebrated edition | 


of the Alexandrian Manuſeri 1 
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A P P E N D IX 
IN the courſe of the foregoing Diſquiſſtion 
it has been frequently intimated, nay, in- 
deed, aſſerted, that the Hebrew column of 
the Hexapla was yery imperfe& and corrupt; 
chargeable, in ſome places, with great de- 
fefts, and, in others, with needleſs redun- ; 
dances. Theſe are weighty aſſertions, and 
therefore it is now time I ſhould make them 5 
good; and confirm them by approprigte in- 
ſtances. | 
1. Firſt then, let us = he the oefefts of 
Origen's Hebrew text, and his conſequent 
miſapplication of obeli in the Septuagint Greek, 
In Geneſis, ch. iv. 8. we read, according to b 
the LXX, And Cain ſaid unto Abel his 
brother, Let us go into the field. Gr. Ab 
bo, eig 70 > wedioy. Now theſe words Origen 
obelized, becauſe the correſpondent Hebrew 
MA: 7992 was not in his copy. It is how» 


Fg euer 
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ever in the Samaritan; and muſt alſo have 
been in thoſe copies from which the Syriac 
and Latin verſions were made; and it is ſo 
far from being ſuperfluous, as Jerom (Quæſt. 
in Gen.) aſſerts, that the very next ſentence 
plainly implics it; and ſeems to be 228 
congruous without it. 
2. We are told, Gen. xii. 13. that © the 
men of Sodom were wicked, and finners 
bail, 7:5 Ger olg; in conſpectu Dei valde.” 
Upon which Jerom remarks, Superflue hic 
in LXX interpretibus additum eſt, in con- 
 Jpeftu Dei, From whence it is evident, that 
the word Y was not extant in the Hex- 
_ pla, though now to be found in all our He- 
brew copies. Dh os 
3. Exod. xii. 40. The Sepruagine verſi on 
reads thus: H os  Wagoieyois 7007 vo Ie, 
Jy Tapyenray &/ 77 An L 8 77 X cerca, ; 
aurol & Of WaTepe; aur, £79 rere reid xe. 
And this reading the Samaritan copy, the 
TLaargum of J Ben Uziel, and the ſeries of the 
hiſtory, unanimouſly prove to be right. But 
Origen, whoſe Hebrew copy was juſt as im- 
perfect as ours at preſent is, daggered out the 
VT; 7 7 77 Nauady, Gurl YZ 0 Terk, 


TEE a 4 * 


- 
I 
7 5 
a 
1 
© 
1 
Mp 
5 
2g 
2. 
"= 
3 
15:4 
2 5 
1 
. 
8 
4 * 
= 
Is 
4 3 1 
3 
, » "8 
5 
 - 
2 
+3 
Se 
. 
22 
AS | 
oY 
». 
5 
1 bw 
* - 
2. 
by | 
 - 
2 > 
A 
SY 
8 
— 
AC 
= 
2% 
8 
} _v 
5 
po” 
"1 
- a 
25 
4: W 
A 
1 
=> 
7 
3 . 
— þ 
l i 
Xa 
* 
7 
* 
8 
x. 
S o 
_ . 
>... 4 1 
- 
. Y 4 
_—_ 
"+" 
* 2 
* — 5 
2 2 
= 
* _ 
. 4 
6 
— 's 
a. 
— Mi 
7” 
be. px 
- 1 
1 
7 
17 Þ „ 
Za 
£ 
* E ® 
* Sf 
1 
1 
22 
Y 
. 


cf 


|  rallel, and the ſeries of the hiſtory, is tha 
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Cura 3 and hoe ſo. doing egregiouſſy falified 
the truth of , ſcripture. For, the ſojourn- 
ing of the children of Iſrael, who dwelt in 
Egypt,” was only 215 years; and therefore 
the other 215 years, the time that their fas - 
thers ſojourned in Canaan, muſt neceflarily 
betaken · in, to complete the ſpecifiedſum, 430. 
One printed Hebrew book (viz. Cod. 65 
Kennicott) reads here 1925 F"x2),” conformas 
ble to what the LXXI interpreters read i in their 
POPs. 1 
J. We read in the book of Würde ch, 
xx. 25—28. and ch. xxxili. 38. that 1 
died; and was buried in mount Hor.” And 
yet it is related, Deut. x. 6, that he died, 
and was buried at Mera, ſeyen encamp- 
ments ſhort of Hor. Both theſe accounts 
ſtood preciſely in Or:gen's Hebrew copy as they 
do at preſent in ours. But theſe contradictory 
accounts cannot poſſibly both be true. Ons 
or other of them muſt be falſe, And "the 
falſe one, as appears from its Samaritan pa- 


which is recorded in Deuteronomy. But 
however falſe that account is, and however; 
a wwoht it may arraign the integrity of the 
8414 ny 5 E 4 5 Yi. 
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Origenian copy; yet does it by no mean s af- 
fe& the original authentic account delivered 


in the other places. For this text, Deut. x. 
6, 7, is evidently a blundering interpolation; 
foiſted in, I know not upon what grounds. 
It has no connection with the context: It 
is ſuperfluous and impertinent: And it ma- 


nifeſtly interrupts the current of the narra- 


tion. I think the ſame of the Samaritan 
text, ny more * juſt, and oe. 
fect. 
. 5 I Kings $1 3 Ons beer; 
copy formerly read, as our printed copies now. 
do, J) re e will give oxE tribe 
to thy ſon.“ And ver. 32. Me ou 
Y : But he ſhall havc ONE tri So 
again, ver 36. Ne 052.108 Un. and unto 
bis ſon 1 will give dE tribe.” And then 
again, ch. xii. 20. There was none that 
followed the houſe of David, r bay nou 
r, but the tribe of Judah onLy.” Now 
theſe Jour paſlages flatly contradict the truth 


of the hiſtory, and the expreis phraſeology 
of other places. The emblematical prophecy 


delivered in 1 Kings xi. 29—31. evidently 
gave but rex tribes to Jeroboam; and left 
Ll „„ T7 the 


23 
the other wo to Solomon's ſon. Theſe TWa 
tribes accordingly adhered 'to him. For, 
„ when Rehoboam was come to Jeruſalem,” 
it is faid, 1 Kings xii. 21. that * he aſſembled 
all the houſe of Judah, with the tribe of Ben- 
Jain, to fight againſt the houſe of lirae}, ta 
bring the kingdom again to himſelf.” Con- 
formably to this juſt and true repreſentation 
of the fact, the LXX interpreters, for waw 
mee read in their ancient copy EIBI2 28, 
dd ox;n]a *, Two tribes. And the laſt paſ- 
ſage, viz. 1 Kings xii. 20. they read accords 
ing to the following tranſlation : Kal vx Is 8 
eniow rd oixs Acid HE oxynips IA 3, Berz 
Lr brei. From hence then it manifeſtly ap- 
pears, that a/! the fore- cited paſſages, as they * 
now ſtand in the Hebrew, are not only charge» 
able with corruptions, but with corruptions 
wilfully made, and made by the Jews of the 
tribe of Judab; who, wiſhing to magnify . 
their own dignity and character, totally ex- 
cluded the whole tribe of Benjamin. * 
Let theſe iuſtances teach us to eſteem and 
revere the Sptuagint Verſion ; fince it is by 
it that we are chiefly enabled to _y 10 os 
expoſe ſuch. pitiful frauds, -- : 


The Greck verfion has now, erroneouſly, and i in direct 5 
contradiction to ittelf, . I Kings xi. 1 3 
6. In 
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ob} In the cxlvth Pſalm, which is aloha 
2 a whole verſe, under the letter 3 2, 
was evidently wanting, as appears from Je- 
rom, in the Hebrew column of the Hexapla. 
It is now alſo wanting in all our preſent co- 
Pics. But the Septuagint verſion in this place, 
viz. between the 1 3th and 14th verſes, inter- 
poſes the following hemiſtichs: rr 1 
Higeg Kupice i wagt rol; Adyor; eh] ,, 90 

Kal scieg i wart rol; tpyor; arty. 


which, being again reſtored back into He: 


brew, would regularly and completely fill up 
that hiatus which we now complain of; for 


* 


thus the whole would run; 
t yeyd 223 vn . . maT n Fry (oe 
And this reading is to be found at the bottom 


of the page in Cod. 142. Kennicott, That it 
originally occupied a place in the Hebrew . 


text, is evinced not only by the ſtructure of 


the Pſalm, and the authority of the Septua- 
gint; but alſo by the concurring teſtimony 
of the SYrTIAC, Albiopic, and Arabic verſions : 


0 ſay nothing of the old Latin. B44 3-919 77 


7. The like. obſervations may be made on 
SK * of the nn books. 1 | 


[4 
in Hoſea, ch. viii. 3: , Origen obelized this 


half-ſentence, Kei & Avovploy cudbapre S- 
voiſal, becauſe the correſ pondent Hebrew did 
not exiſt in his copy. But it is more than 
probable, that it was formerly extant in that 
ancient copy which the Seventy interpreters 
uſed. It is repeated, and occurs now at full 
in ver. 3. of the following chapter. And here 
indeed the ſentence appears to me to run lame 
without 1 = | | 
With reſpect to Hoſ. xiii. 4. (where Origen 
obelized the following words, & gegen 
S Mig Yu, & al xeipts E α π το]¹˖ THY gp 
i TE 8 2 8 wagẽde. ci c. cUTH TE ge 
bert on 2 aur.) 1 have, 1 muſt Own, my 
doubts. Jerom, on the Place, obſerves: 
that nothing of this kind is to be found 
either in the Hebrew, or the three later Greek 
verſions, nor yet in the o/d verſion of the 
Seventy.” The words then, it is ſuppoſed, 
came in from ſome of the Alexandrian copies. 
And if ſo, they muſt have come originally 
from the edition of Heſychius. But could 
Heſycbius inſert any thing in his gedition 
without the authority of the Hebrew to ſup- 
: port it? 'T ſhould think not. But be that 
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1 
as. it may; what I am moſt concerned to re- 
mark is, that our preſent Hebrew text (and 
it was the /ame in the Hexapla) is here evi- 
dently mutilated and of courſe corrupted, 
am the Loxp thy Gop from the land of 
„Egypt,“ makes at beſt but an indifferent 
ſenſe; if indeed it makes any ſenſe at all, 
The ſentence is maimed and imperfett : it 
wants ſome words to make it complete: and 
thoſe words, as appears from the ſeveral ver- 
fions, the ancient Hebrew copies uniformly 
ſupplied ; for the Sepruagint, the Syriac, and 
Arabic interpreters, and alſo the Chaldee Pa- 
raphraſt, manifeſtly read TRAX WH after 
TAR; which reftore both grammar and 
ſenfe. But if theſe to words were drop- 
ped, and ſurely dropped they were in this 
place; Q. Whether other words might not 
mare the ſame fate? N. B. ch. xii. 9. where | 
the ſame imperfect phraſeology occurs, is to 


be corrected in the ſame manner, and on the 


fame authorities: and then it will run, as it 
ought, in Engliſb, „the Lonn thy Gov, 
who brought thee from the land of Egypt, 
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Io the prophet Faggai oh ii. 10. the 
obelized words, Kai chem. Nv duxfs 6ig 7 * 
ow Wav[ To x[iCov]s 78 cvachoo Tov v ron, 
ſeem to me a neceſſary addition fot the perſo- 
nal encouragement of the deſponding buil- 
ders; 3 and had probably their counterpart in 
the more ancient Hebrew copies. How elſe 
came they to obtain a place in all the copies 
of the Septuagint ? The fame perhaps may be 
ſaid of the obe lized part of ver. 14. Alex. P 
W ; 

Ibid. ver. 22. "Herd the prophet repeats a 
meſſage, which he had delivered once before; 
and he repeats it, according to the Greek, 
as fidelity required, in the ſame precife terms. 
be. cel Tov Sp 2 T1 Nu, % 11 Sahbacra- | 

2 T1v Enpay. Bur the laſt member of the ſen- 
ee I 71 94>, &c. Origen" marked for 25 


omiſſſon, becauſe the correſpondent Hebrew. 


was not in his copy. It is however extant 
now in ver. 7. and was doubtleſs origi- 
nally here alſo. What follows in the 
. Greek, ver. 23, is exactly right according to 

the Vatican MS; but the Alexandrian is very. 
imperfect; and ſo was the Septuagint co- 
lamn of the Hexap/a, as manifeſtly appears 
from the teſtimony of Jerom. Vide in loco. 


Iſhall 


— 


1 „ 
1 mall burden the reader with no more in” 
ſtances on this head, but paſs on to the next; 
under which I am to conſider the needleſs 
redundances of Origen's copy, and the conſe- 
quent miſapplication of after 2 
All interpolations or additional infertions 
are manifeſt redundances. And interpolations 
of various kinds are now acknowledged in the 
Hebrew text: ſome of ſo ancient a-date, as 
to have obtained a place in the Septuagint 
- _ verſion. To this . claſs may be referred, 

1. Explanatory ſentences, introduced from 
the margin; ſuch as, © now an Omer is the 
* tenth part of an Epha.” Exod. xvi. 36. 
1 2 Biſnomers or double names; ſuch as, 
Kitjatharba, the fame is Hebron.” Joſh. 
4 xx. 7. And, 3. Heedleſs repetitions ; ſuch 
as that which ſtands improperly and imper- 
fectly at the end of 2 Chron. chap. xxxvi. 22, 
23. And then rightly and completely at the 
beginning of Ezra, chap. 1 1. 1 73s ſpotting 3 
the decree of Cyrus. 

i But theſe are not the inſtances I mean to 
. dwell upon: I ſhall rather inſiſt on ſome 
later interpolations, diſcoverable by the o- 
miſſions in the Septuagint copies. 
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The extenſive ivterpolation of 20 verſes, 
1 Sam. xvii. 12—31. I leave to ſtand on 
Dr. Kennicott's arguments; and Proceed to 
others more obvious. we 
It is apparent from what Jerom ſays, Epiſt. 
ad Jun, et Fret. that in Pſalm xvni. 14. the 
Hebreꝛv column of the Hexapla formerly had, 
as our copies now have, the following words, 
wh O n, ſuperadded to it. But theſe 
words convey no ſenſe where they "ſtand. 
They were not extant in that copy, from 
which the o/d Greek verſion was made. They 
are not to be found in the parallel place, 2 Sam. 
xxii. 14. And they are now wanting in four 
Hebrew MSS. The truth is, __ evidently 
came in from the preceding verſe an er- 
rour of the tranſcriber. This errour r Origen 
confirmed; and, by repeating in conſequence 
the correſpondent verſion, x«Mutz 3 Au 
vere, greatly vitiated the Greek text, and 
egregiouſly miſapplied the aſteriſk. Grabe, in 
oppoſition to all the' Greek MSS, copied him 
with little judgement ; his attachment to the 
Hebrew led him wrong. 
There is a manifeſt interpolation of ſore 
length in the Hebrew text of Jeremiah, chap. | 
* 6 , xxxix. 
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SIA . alſo had a place in the Hexaplar FN 
copy. It begins ver. 4. and it came to 
We paſs, when Zedckiah the king of Judah | 
« ſaw them, &c.” and runs on to the end 
of ver. 13. 1 pronounee it an interpolation, | 
becauſe it id wanting in x the copies of the 
 Septwagint verſion; and the connection in the 
Sreek is perfectly juſt without it. Chap. 
xAxxili. 14—26, is of the ſame ſpurious Kind 8, 
And ſo is 1 Kings, xiv. 1-20. > 

The lud chapter of Jeremiah, which: 5 
'. exidently copied from 2 Kings xxiv. 18, &c. 
and placed where it is by way of introdue- 


tion to the book of Lamentations, contains 


another interpolation of three verſes (viz. 28. 
20giſcoyerable by the ſame means 
chat is, by i its total omiſſion i in the Seßptuu- E 
gn verſion. This inſertion was purpoſely 
made by forme. zcalous Jew, who wiſhed ta 
- fefſes the diſgrace of his nation by diminin- 
ing the number of captives But in that di- 
minution he ſhamefully violated the trutli of .x 
biſtory, For though be aſſerts here, ver. G6 "Wl 
that all the perſons carried away captive, . =_ 
« the three different times, were only 460; * 
"es are we well afſuced, 2 Kings xxiv, 24. . 
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